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United States Department of State 

Washington D.C. 20520 

SEP 4 2013 

Case No. F-20 10-07559 
Segment: ER-0002 
Requester: Robert A. Wampler 

TO: National Freedom of Information Officer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue NW (2822T) 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

FROM: _ Mheryl L. Walter, Directo~ 
~Office of Information Programs and Services 

SUBJECT: FOIIP A Referral for Direct Reply 

In processing this request, we have located the enclosed four documents 
which originated with your agency. Please review this material and reply 
directly to the requester. No excisions are required for Department of State 
equities. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Geoffrey Hermesman at 
HermesmanGF @state.gov. 

Attachments: 
Copy of request letter 
Documents C05326864, C05326935, C05326772, and C05326904 



Brothers, Tyler L 

From: FOIA [FOIA@,state.gov] 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, November 16, 201 0 9:48 AM 
Robert A. Wampler 

Subject: FO.IA Request Letter 

Thank you for filing your FOIA request online on 11/161201 0. The process for completing your request will now 
begin: Here Is a review of your request. · 

I am willing to pay $100 for my request. 

I am a representative of the news media affiliated with The National Security Archive and this request is made as 
p~rt of a news gathering effort and not for commercial use. 

The time period of my request Is betwee 1/1/1979 and 12/31/1993 

The records I request can be described as follows: :a all :o::spondA::..ce regarding this request, please refer to the National Security Archive reference number 
l~o1 o1;o~os3ao_;-J 

Please review foG,;Cta;slflcatlon and relea~ll policy-related documents found In the following State 
Department retired record files (specified by box and folder tJtle): 

Accession 59-96-1262: Lot 930395. Subject Flies on Environmental Issues From 1979-1993. 
Box 5: Ozone 1987-89; ~ 

Environment Issues Paper 1989-90; v---
Canada 1987·90. 

Box 7 Ozone 1988-89; 
Montreal Protocol (Ozone) 1987-91. 

v---- . 

I am primarily interested In documents dealing In whole or In part with the policy decision-making proceu 
(memoranda, memoranda of conversation, reports, cables, briefing papers and notes, meeting minutes, etc.) with 
respect to S. llcles and negotiations pertaining to the sub ects of these files. You may exclude from the 
scope of your search an rev ew any ocuments that are of a pure y a m n stratlve or logistical nature, or which 
provide Information that Is already publicly available (I.e., news briefings, press clippings, published academic or 
foundation reports and studies, etc.). 

Robert A. Wampler 
folamall @gwu.edu 
2130 H Street, NW, Suite 701 
Gelman Library, George Washington University Washington D.C. 
20037 
202-994-7000 
202-994-7005 
Reference Number: 
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C05326864 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY: 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

MAR 2 8 1989 

William A. Nitze, State/OES/E 
Ted Williams, DOE 
Bob Watson, NASA 
J.R. Spradley, DOC 
Bob Reinstein, USTR 
Indur Goklany, DOI 
Dave Gibbons, OMB 
Janet Dorigan, OSTP ~~~~ 

Scott A. Hajost ~~{~'' 
Acting Associate Administrator for 

International Activities 

OIPf"ICE Of" 
INTIUtNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

~leen Claussen t?£1 
Acting Deputy A~tant Administrator for 

Air and Radiation 

The First Meetings of Parties to the Vienna Convention 
on the Protection of the ozone Layer and the Montreal Protocol 
on Substances that Deplete the ozone Layer will be held in 
Helsinki on April 26-28 and May 2-5, respectively. On March 16, 
the Department of State sent a memorandum assigning responsibility 
for the preparation of u.s. position papers for both meetings. 
Attached for your comments and clearance are draft papers for 
agenda items for which EPA was assigned the lead. 

Please submit comments on those papers stamped "draft" 
to Jamison Koehler of my· staff (Tel 1382-48~4, Fax 1382-4470) 
by noon on Friday, March 31 . Comments on all other papers 
should go to Steve Seidel (Te1t382-2787, Faxf382-3644), also 
by Friday. Thank you for your prompt attention. 

Attachments 
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C05326935 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

~~NSFERRED FOR DIRECT REPLY: I 
FEB 2 3 1988 OFFICe: 0" 

INTE"NATIONAL ACT IVITIES 

MEJ.iORANDUM 

TO: Richard Smith 
Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans 

and International Environmental and Scientific 

FROM: ~~ 
Acting Associate Administrator 

SUBJECTs u.s. Financial Contribution to Montreal Protocol 

As indicated in the attached communications, UNEP Executive 
Director Mostaf~ Tolba has asked each signatory to the Montreal 
Protocol to help cover the cost of implementing the Protocol 
over the next three years. Specifically, Dr. Tolba has asked 
each developed country signatory to contribute $15,000 per 
year toward the total estimated cost of between $250,000 to 
$300,000 per year . UNEP will contribute $25,000 per year; 
each developing country signatory has been asked to contribute 
$10,000 . 

EPA can contribute $15,000 for the first year, provided 
that the State Department covers the u.s. contribution thereafter. 
The United States, as you know, played a leading role in 
negotiating this histori~ global environmental agreement. It 
is important that we contribute to its successful implementation. 
Please call me at 382-4870 if you would like to discuss this 
personally. 

Attachment 

cc: Bill Nitze, State/OES 
Suzanne Butcher, State/OES 
Eileen Claussen, EPA/OAR 



C05326935 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D .C. 20460 

MEl-iORANDUM 

TO: Richard Smith 

FEB 2 3 1988 OFFICE OF" 
INT E RNATIONAL A C T IVITIE S 

Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans 
and International Environmental and Scientific 

FROM: ~~ 
Acting Associate Administrator 

SUBJECT: u.s. Financial Contribution to Montreal Protocol 

As indicated in the attached communications, UNEP Executive 
Director Mostafa Tolba has asked each signatory to the Montreal 
Protocol to help cover the cost of implementing the Protocol 
over the next three years. Specifically, Dr. Tolba has asked 
each developed country signatory to contribute $15,000 per 
year toward the total estimated cost of between $250,000 to 
$300 ,000 per year. UNEP will contribute $25,000 per year; 
each developing country signatory has been asked to contribute 
$10,000. 

EPA can contribute $15,000 for the first year, provided 
that the State Department covers the u.s. contribution thereafter. 
The United States, as you know, played a leading role in 
negotiating this histori~ global environmental agreement. It 
is important that we contribute to its successful implementation. 
Please call me at 382-4870 if you would like to discuss this 
personally. 

Attachment 

cc: Bill Nitze, State/OES 
Suzanne Butcher, State/OES 
Eileen Claussen, EPA/OAR 



C05326904 .......................... ._ __________________ ___ 

UNITED STATIIINVI.-ONMINTAL PROTECTION AOINCY 

' ... 
PCZ'U&ry 22 I 1189 

SUBJI~s STRATOSPHERIC OZONE PROTECTION POLICY 
' 

IIS'O!S& ,. .. ..... 

• Should the United State• •uppoit .a phaae-out of 
chlorofluorocarl:>one (CPC:a) •ncS halona? 

t 

* If ~• are qoinq to eupport aucb a ihaae-out, when ahoulci we 
pul:>licly anno\11'\ce our pq.aition? . . '\ · ·· 

. ... ~ ... 

We zoecoaencl ~hat the Preaident ahnoum::e that the United 
State• aupporta a phaae-out, witl:\in · the next 15 yeara~ . throuqh 
the Montreal Protocol. .. 

An aMouncemant prior to the MarCh 5•7 tonclon miniaterial 
meetinq would l:>e appropriately made by the Pre•ident, auqqaatinq 
tha lulh Adainiltration•a 4etarmination to lead. on thil 1aaue. 

If we wait until after the Lon4o~meat1nq when •everal other 
nationa will have ••pouae4 •uch a po•i tion., ... we •ay wi•h to 
conaider a lower viaib•lity announcement. · 

BACGROUND 

The "Montreal Protocol on Subatanees that Deplete the ozona 
Layer" ia a landmark international a9reement to protect a 
critical c;lol:>al environmental zoeaource. It ha.~ been bzooadly 
aupported ~oth by in~ustry and environmental qroups in the United 
statea and haa now bean ratified by 34 nation•. 

Tha proq••• leading tg rtno;gtiotinq the protocol has 
already begun. u. s. industry and aevezoal nationa have zoec•~tly 
announced their •upport tor a pha•e-out of crca an~ hal one. A 
bread baaa ct aupport exist• tor an •arly and aqqreaai ve position 
by the United State• in support ot modifying the Protocol to cal l 
tor a phase-out. 

'l'h1 ~ ~rea; in ~·~tina ~ ~hf'1=9~ comes from 
nty ac:itanO wb\calLstntgastion the 
odegyasy of the Protocol's control meoaurea. A study prepared by 
the world'• leadinq atmospheric researchers (chaired by NASA ) 
concluded that the Antarctic "ozone hole" was due primarily t o 
CFca and that the 01one layer had already ba9un to deplete with 
lcaa .. of 1.7•3.0 percent over northern mid•latitudea. 

•. • j /2 .'d 



C05326904 ____________________________________________ ___ 

- a -
Additional ooncarna ware raiaad ~Y .•n IPA atudy which ahowad 

that ataoapherio chlorine level• (lr6a crca) would increa•e 
••veral tiM& current laval• deapit~ the CFC reduction• called 
tor by tha Protocol. To aaintain atmoapheric chlorine at current 
levela, crca would have to ))a totally pbaaed out and 11\athyl 
chlorofora would have tQ be capped at current levata . 

aeaaareh reported juat laat vaak by NASA and ~NOAA· indicate 
that chlorine level• in the atmoapbara aboVe th~Arctic now are 
40 to so ti••• above nor=al, a condition likely ~o lead to 
eiqnificant oaone depletion and reinforcing· the ur9ancy of 
further action. · , · I 

I ;' 

The CJ;C: Ql"odU,.;&'t and uaara i~ the UDi1;t4 ~t.t1;tl (many 
individually and jo ntly thiou;h the r . trade IIIOC ation)· h&u 
1nnoungtd ~tir tupport tar a phltt·hut pt t.ht moat harmtul C:FCI 
through ch&nqea to the PEotocol. . Du)ont, the inventer and _ 
larqaat ·producer cf; CJ'Ca, haa announced· that it will and ita 
production ~f theae chemical~ before ~~· -nd or t;,h• century . 

Th' reopgntt in other natigna hat bltn ai•ilar. · Iei, 
Europe '• larqeat ere producer, haa a lao. calla<t. for a phaae-out 
throuqh the Protocol. Many nation• - - Sweden, Canada, Norway, 
Denmark and waat Germany - • - have already announced their plana to 
phaaa-out crea and halona. The United Xin;dom haa called for 
atranqtbeninq the Protocol to require at leaat an 8!S s>ercant 
re4uction, and Prime Miniater Thatch•~ ia hoa~in9 a ~iniatarial 
confa.rence titla4 "Saving the Ozone Layer" in ear~y . March. 

Thia aiqnifioant movement in aupport of a ph•••·out signals 
both tha aerioua concern• raiaed ~Y the new acientitie 
i nformation, but alae the ~~:~==~ti:l lroar••: by An~atry in 
developing tachnolgqisal al _______ va_ _ C:FC _nd halo._. CFC 
producers are vall alonq in the procaaa ot davalopin; and test i nQ 
chemical aubatitutaat unleaa unforeaaen difticultiea arise, they 
ahould have a tull line of aubatitutea available by the year 
2000. Induatriaa that: rely on CFC• in their products (a. 9 . , 
ratri91ratora, electronics, auto ai r condi tionera, many roam•·) 
can ••• their way to producin; the aama c;ooda without theae 
chemicala. .· 

... 
II lUll 

Iaaue +a Shou14 the Uni te4 state a aupport a phaaa-out · ot ere a 
ancl halona? 

.. 

. ·• 1 
r . 
• . . . 
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C05326904------------------------------------------------
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'l'hia policy ia oonaiatant with v~dely held viawa by bot.h 
inc!uatry an4 the environaental com.lrlity. In addition, the 
adoption of auch a policy would reaatabliah the United stataa aa 
a major player in the torthcoaincJ ... tinqa at which daciaiona 
w~ll ~ aacSe on whether to atrenqthan the Protocol .•. 

An early policy announcaaant would alao head off poaaibla 
action. by Conqraea to move torward on billa oallinq for a 
unilateral phaae-out in 6•1 yaara. ' ~J 

HI 111 ng nagatiyt gpnaaqueneas of adoptln; ·.a poaition in 
aupport of a phaae-out . .... ·, · 

After a cSaciaion to pha,-a-out, ·we will .naacl to adc.tr••• the 
follovinv iaau••• . .. . . 
* by what date ahoul4 ·tha .pha•a-out .occur? 

. l ·• - ~~ 
• To what ... extant are · 1i•it:.e on othezo · chlorinatact coapouncsa 

(a.;., aathyl chlorofora, ·Hcrca). necaaiary? • .. 
~ 

We have initiatacS aevaral atudiea to provide an analytical 
ba1i1 tor reaolvinq theaa iaaue1 ancS alao will hold a aerie• of 
-aeetift9• with induatry anll the env1ronaental coaunity in an 
effort to reach a conaenaua on th••• iaauea. ·· · · 

.. 
taaue lit If we aupport a phaae-ou~, vhan .ahoulcS the United 
Stataa announce thia? ,~' 

tha United stataa to announce ita 

er 75 nation• will be 
repreaentecS at the min aterial levell many will uae thi• 
opportunity to announce their poaition in the upcominq Protocol 
na;otiationa. 

An announeamant before or durinq the Thatcher aeetinq would 
raaaaert United ltatea leadership on thia . hiqhly visible 
international environmental isaue. It would alao aend a 1tronq 
siqnal to other nation• vho bava not yet formulated their 
po1it1on1. 

Pailure to announce a poaition at or betor• the London 
meetinq will undoubtably focua attention on the u.s. reluctance 
to join Meet oeraany, Canada, the u.~. and others on thia issue. 
QUeltion• will be railed, both at hoae and abroad, about o~r 
oo .. itaent to proteotin9 the qlobal environment • 

• . . l 

tt~ 
t "1 
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C05326904 .................................................. ... 

JACJCQROUND HIOHLIGHTS ON U .1. ere POLICY 

... ' 
IA~QROUKO 

• In the ahcrt tiae aince the Montreal Protocol ·· waa aignad in 
septeaber l.t87, (ancf ainoe ratified ):)y 3 doaen nationa) new 
acientifio information hal deaonttratad ~hat greater 
reduction• in chlorofluorocar):)ona cerea) &Ad halon• are 
necetaary to hal~ depletion of the oaona layer. 

·~ . 
• A panel of 100 of ·tha world'• leac!inq Jtactpharic tciefttiatl 

(chaired ):)y NASA) ocnoluded in a ~uuary report ralaaaacS in 
March ltll that the large aea•onal lea••• in oaona ever 
Antarctica (the "Antarctid ozone hole") were do priaari·ly to 

. erea and that a l.. 7~3. o percent· .lelia in o1ona had already 
occurred over the ai~-le~tudaa in th••northern heaiaphera. - . . . : . -~ . 

* A Pa):)ruary l.tll report oonoludad that the ~ctio •tratoaphere 
waa extremely perturbed because ot chlorine l~ela 40-SO ti~e• 
higher than expected. Although ozone loae i• le11 than in the 
Antarctic ():)eoau•e of different temperature .. ooncSitione), the 
preconcUtionl for severe Arctic oaone loaa were found to be 
preaent. 

• Deapi te the 50 percent reduction over tha:. next cSeoa4e in ere 
production now called tor in the Pretocol, ataoapheric levela 
of chlorine (fro• the CFCa) will continua to. ~row to teveral 
timea current levela. 

• only a complete phaae-out of theae oheaicala . (and poaaibly 
liaitl on other chlorine-containing chemicala) will reault in 
atmoapheric chlorine levela being• ~aintained at current 
1eve11. 

NBW INFORMA~ION RIQUIRES FURTHER R!SPON818 

• The new toientific evidence appear• to have anawered any 
reaaining doubtl concerning the need for atron;er meaaurea to 
•afeCJUard the o1one layer. _ . 

. 
• Induttry ancl vovernmenta worldwide have called for revisinc; 

the Protocol to atren;then ita control procedures with aany 
calling tor a coaplete pha•e-out. 

• DuPont and the other ere pro4ucara in the United State.•, alonq 
with ICI (the lar;eat European producer) have called for a 
phaae-out of CFCa. 

• The trade aaaociation repreaenting both the ere uaer 
induatriea and the produoera haa alao called tor rene;otiatin; 
th• Protocol ·to phaae-out CPCI. 

L IS 'd 

.. . \ 
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C05326904----------------------------------------------~ 

• several CJOVerruunta, inaludinCJ Honray, DeNDark, sweden, and 
Weat Geraany, have announced their ~ntention to unilaterally 
phaae-out the production and uae or" thea• chaicala. 

• ~he United Kinqdo• hal called for atren;theninq the Protocol 
to require at leaat an 15 percent reduction and .. Prime Niniater 
Thatcher ia hoati~q a miniaterial conference "Saving the ozone 
Layer" in March of thia year. 

.. 
U.S, POSXTIOJ SHOU~ MOVI TO A PHASI•OUT 

• A aolid foundation •~1sta tor the United State~·qovernm,nt to 
announce ita aupport tor a phaae•ou~ of erca and halon• 
throu;h the Montreal Protocol . 

t ·~-

• The main concern of indultry . in .. the Uni tee! State a ia that 
further reduction• occur throu9h th• Protocol and are not 
ta~en unilaterallf. · - • · · ·-. 

. • * --• Induatriea that produce producte ~it~ crca (e.q~, 
ratri;eratora, electronica, car ·air conditioner•, and certain 
foaaa) have already bequn planning ~o · uae -chemical aubatitutea 
or alternative tecbnoloqiea in ·reaponae to DuPont•• 
announoeaent of ita intent to atop makinq crca and halon• by 
the end of the century. ' · 

• Any phaae•out achedule muat allov tor crca· to aarvice axiatin; 
capital 1tock <•·9•, to aervica fetriqera1;~r1 or car air 
conditioner•) throughout ita uaetul. life. · · ·. 

* Civen the pr09r••• in · developing tachnol.oqical alternatives 
and the quantity ot crca needed to aervica exiat1nq capital, a 
policy ot mociifyin9 the Protocol tea. call tor a 95 percent 
reduction in 1998 with the goal of a complete phaae-out within 
15 yeara at the outaide ••••• delirabla and feaaible. 

• Induatey and environaental qroupa would likely support this 
and any Adainiatrative meaaurea to achieve wideapread 
international acceptance ot a phaae-out. 

• By not apee4ing up the initial ataqea ot the phaae-out, 
indultry ahould have autficient time to adjuat and no 
1iqnitioant econoaic di1locationa would be expected. 

• Takinq a atronq neqotiatinq 1tanoe early in the international 
proceaa would alao likely bead ott Con;rnaional action on 
aeveral bill• that will probably be reintroduced thia ••••ion 
callin9 tor a unilateral phaaa-out vithin a-1 yeara • 

. 
,1 I 

( . 
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C0532690 4 .. ._._._._ .. ._ .. ._ ____________________________ __ 

OTRD %11UU 

* 101M nation• •rtU• that a phaae•out of ePca and halona ia n·ot 
anwvh. • 

• They ))aae thia azvuaant on tbe fact. that limita on other 
chlo~ine-containin9 compound• are neceeaary to reduce 
ataoapharic chlorine to the level that exiated beta~• the 
appearance of the Anta~otio oaone hole. . . 

• .. • _:j 

• We ehould conaidar plaoinq a cap at current lavale on methyl 
ohlo~ofomr einoe aubatitut•• already exiet · for uny of ite 
uaea, induatry voulcl not voice atron9 oppoaitiori: . 

: ' 
• Several of the current and likely future che•ical aubatitute• 

tor the re9Ul&te4 ere., a110 contain chlorine but . have 
aUbatantially ahorter atmoapharic~ lifeti••• ancl th•~•tore are 
tar 1••• dan;eroua to the ~lone layera~ 

·- .. . 
* At leaet .at thia time, the United SCat.l ahould arque that the 

appropriite next etep 1• ~o phaae-out the moat danqeroua ere• 
and halona and it ahould not aupport .. limit• (at least in the 
near ten) on the•• leaa hantul chlorinated compounda that 
vU.l replace the reg'\llatad c:rca . · ·· 

&~IPS %M THI MOMTIIAL PROCZII 
• * Montreal Protocol entered into tore• on ·January 1, 1189 • . . 

* Fi~at aaeting ot the Partiee i• acheduled tor earl.y May ot 
thia yea~. 

* The Protocol call. a tor periodic ••••••manta to determine it 
additional reatrictiona are neceaaary. In reaponae to the new 
acientifio information, the•• aaaeaamenta are already underway 
with draft report• achedulecl to be completed in July/Auquat 
lttt. 

* 'l'he Protocol Partie• will meet in September lt89 to review 
••••• ... nt reporta ancS will iaaue an intaqrated report wi~h 
reco.aandatlona tor chan;•• in octo~er ltag. · -· 

* The United lin9cSoa haa offeree! to ho1t a aaatinq of the 
Partiea achecSulecl tor April l9t0 at which the Partie• will 
vote to •odity the control proviaiona. 

L IL 'd ~OlV~lSINIWQV 3~!~30/Vd3 



C05326904 .......................... ._ __________________ __ 

UNITID ITATIIINVU,ONMINT AI. ,_OTICTION ACIINCY 

.• ' fTRPAANSFERRED FOR DIRECT REPLY: I 
Pui'Uary 22, 1181 ~ . 

SUBJI~I ITRATOSPHIRIC OZONI PR~CTION POLICY 
' '.j 

IIIUIB& ... . ""· 

• lbould the United state• ·~ppoit ~ phaae•out of 
chlorotluorocarbona (CPCI) •nd hal'cna? , ··-

• It ~e are 90in9 to aupport auc~ a phaae•out, when ahould we 
publicly announce ou~ Pct•ition? .. . " · ·· 

we l'ecoaencS ~hat the Praaideni ~hnounea that the United 
State• auppozota a phala-out, wit!:\in · th8 next 15 yeara ~ . throu9h 
the Montreal Protocol. .... - . . . . 

An announcement prior to the March 5•'7 tonc!on miniaterial. 
•••tint would be appropriately made by the Praaident, IUft••tinq 
the luah Adainiatration•• data~ination to lead. on thia la•ue. 

It we wait until after the Londo~meatint when aeveral other 
nation• v111 have eapouaecl auch a poaition.,, , we •ay wiah to 
conaidar a lower viaib~lity announcement. · 

IACXCROUND 

The "Montreal Protocol on Subataneea that Deplete the ozona 
Layer" ia a l.andmarJt international ac;reament to protect a 
critical tlobal environmental ra1ouree. It ha.~ ~••n broadly 
aupported both by incSu1try and environmental qroupa in the United 
stataa and haa nov ~••n ratified by 34 nationa. 

The prqc••• 1cadinq tg reneqpt!oting the prpt;eol hat 
already begun. u. s. induatry and aavaral nations have r•ca~tly 
announced their aupport tor a phaae-out of ere• an~ halon•. ~ 
broad ba•• ot aupport exiat• tor an •arly and 199r•••ive poaition 
by the United State• in aupport ot mocSityinc; the Protocol to call 
tor a phaaa•out. 

nay :r.::rm i'!i~:i 1Chr::e~;:ticn!ii~dphr::;e~,e.o::o·n '£~: 
adt;yagy qf the Plqtogol'• contrql meoauret. A study prepared by 
the world'• lead ng atmoapharic r•••archera (chaired by NASAl 
concluded that tba Antarctic "oaona hole" waa due primarily to 
ere• and that the oaona layer bad already bewun to deplete with 
loaa .. of 1.7•3,0 percent over northern mid•latitudel. 

( ., 
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Ad4itional ooncerne ware raiea4 by .an IPl etudy which ahove4 
that ataoepha~io cblo~ine level• (lr6a erea) would increaae 
aeveral tiMe wr~ent levela deepit~ the ere reduction• called 
for by the Protocol. To aaintain atmolpherio chlorine at current 
levale, eree would have to be totally phaaM out ancS 11\ethyl 
chloroform would ftava tq be capped at current levale. 

laaeareh reported juet 1aet. veaJc l)y Nf.JA a.ncS .NOAA· incSicate 
that chlorine lavale in the atmoephara aboVe th•tArctic now are 
40 to so ti••• above nonal , a condition likely ~o lead to 
ei;nificant oaone depletion and reintorcin;' the ur;ancy of 
fu~er action. · ... · · 

. . 

Th• raapgnaa in Ather natignt btt bl•n aimi~ar. · tei, 
Europe.. l&l'C)IIt ere proclucar I hat alao. call eel. ·tor • phaee-out 
throu;h the Protocol. Many nation• - · Sweden, canada, Norway, 
Denmark and waat Qeraany -•~ have already announced their plan• to 
phale•out erce ancl halona. The United JCin;dom hal called. for 
atren;thenin; th.e Protocol to raquh·e at leaet an 8!5 percent 
raduct1on, and Priae Miniater 'l'h.atchet" i1 hoa1;inCJ a 11iniatarial 
confa.rence titled "Savin9 the ozone t.ayar" in earl,y . Karch, 

Thil ei;niticant movement in 1upport ot a ph•••·gut alqnala 
both the aerioue concern• raiaad by the nev acientitic 
intonation, but alao th.e :~~~=~~==1 =rparee~by ).n~at.ry i n cleyeloping tegbnolgqigal al fC CFCPsl halo;. CFC 
producer• are well alonq in the proe••• ot developin; and t1etin9 
chemical aubatit~t••• ~nleea ~ntor••••n clifticultiee ariae, they 
ahculd have a rull line of aubatituta• available by the year 
2000 . Induatriea that rely on ere a in their product• ( •. g . , 
r•tri;eratore, electronic•, auto air concli tione~.·a, many foam•·) 
can 11e their way to producin; the ••=• 90oda without tha1e 
cheaicala. . . .. . 
IIIUU 

IIIUI ;s Should the United Stat•• aupport. phaee-out , o~ ere. 
ancl halone? 

. ·I 
~ I ; 
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'l'hil policy ia oonaiatent with v~4e1y held vieva by both 
in4uatry and the .nviroNMntal coau1f1ty . ln a441t1on, the 
adoption ot auoh a policy voulcS reeatabliah the United State• aa 
a aajor player in the tortbooaint uetiqa at vbioh deciaiona 
w~ll H aacSe on whether to atrenfthen the ~atocol_._ 

An IIZ'l)' policy annov.noeaent VOUlcS 1110 hileS oft poaaibll 
action. by can9Z'111 to move torwarcS on billa oallin9 tozo a 
unilateral phaae-ov.t in 5•1 year•. ' · • ..! 

11 aee np n••tJ.ye can••qu•neet of adopt'1n9 -.a poaition in 
aupport ot a phaae-ov.t. ... , · 

After a cSeoiaion to pha,.e•out, ·we will .uecl to adcSr••• the 
followinc, iaau••• . .. . . 
* by what cSate ahoulcS ·the .phaae•ov.t . o~cU!? . .· . . ; 

• 'fo wbat _ .. extent are · 1iaitf' on other · ch1or1natecS coapouncsa 
<••9•, aethyl oblororon, 'KCFCa). n•o•••azy? • 

WI have initiated leVIl'll atudiea i~ provide an analytical 
baaia tor reao1vin9 thaae iaauea and alae wi11 hold a aeri•• of 
aaetint• vith induatry anll' the eflv1ronaental oowaunity in an 
effort to reach a oonaenaua on the•• 1aav.ea. · · .. 
111\11 III Xf WI eupport I phaii•OuUt, vhen ,lhO\llcl the UnitieS 
Stat•• announce th11'1 - ~' 

i1 builcUnq on the United state• to announce ita 

An announcement before or during the Thatcher aeetin9 would 
reaaaert United ltatea leaderahip on thia . hi9hly viaible 
international environaental ia•ue. It would alto aend a 1tron9 
litnal to othlr nationa who have not yet toraulated their 
poaitiona. 

Pa11ul'e to announce a poaition at or ))efozoe the London 
aeetint will undou))tably tooua attention on the u.s. reluctance 
to join Weat G•raany, Canada, the u.x. ancl other• on thi• iaaue . 
QUeation• will be ra1ae4, both at ho•• and abroact, about our 
oo .. it•ent to protecting the ;lobal environaent. 

.. . ' 
t1 -
t ., 
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JACJCGROWD KIOHLlCHTI oM u. a. ere POLJ:CY 

.. ' 
IACJQ1\0VIfD 

• In the ahoR tiaa ainca tha Montreal Pzootocol ··waa aiqnad in 
aaptaabar ltl', (ancf aino• ratifieel 'by 3 doaan nationa) new 
aoiantific intozoaation hal deaonatzoatad ~hat qraat•~ 
reduction• in chlorofluozoocazobonl ccrea) ~ halon• are 
naoaaaazoy to hal~4ep1ation of thl oaone lay~r. 

·ae . * A panel of 100 ot ·tba world'• leadinq Jtaoapheric aciafttiata 
(chaired by NAIA) concludecl in a •uaazoy report raleaaad in 
March ltll that the large aaaaonal loa••• in oaon• over 
Antarctica (the "Antarotid o1ona hale") wazo• Clo pzoi•a:ri·ly to 

.erca an4 that a 1.7~3.0 parcant· .1olla in oaone hacl already 
occurred over the ai4-la~tu4•• in th••northezon haaiapha~a. 

. : ~. -:~ . 
• A re'bruary 1111 report concluded that tha ·xrctio atratoaphara 

waa extremely perturbacl bacauae ~t chlorine l~ela 40•10 ti~•• 
h1qhar than expected. Althou9h o1ona loae ia 1111 than in the 
Antarctic (baoauaa of different t .empet"&tura .. condition&), the 
pt'aconc!itiona fozr aavara Arctic oaone loaa were toun4 to be 
preaent. - ~ · · .. 

• De1pite the so pa:rcent reduction aver the: .next . decade in ere 
production now called for in the Pratoool, atmoapheric levela 
of ohlozoine (fzooa the crca) will continua to. ~zoow to aave:ral 
tim•• curzoent lavela. . 

• onli a complete phaaa-out of theae chnicala . (and poaaibly 
lim ta on other chlorina•oontaininq chemioala) will zoaault in 
atmoapharic chlorine laval• btin9• ~•intainad at current 
leVela, . 

NIW INFORMATION RIQUIREI ruRTHIR RIIPONIII 

• The new lciantitio evidence appear• to have anawazoed any 
reuinint do®ta ooncernint the need for atzoonqar 11\eaau·r•• to 
••f•tu•Z'd the o1one layer. .· 

.• . * tndu1try and CJOVarnmenta worldwide have called for reviainq 
the Pzootoool to at:ren;then ita control proc:aduraa with many 
callint tor a oomplata phaae-out . · . 

• DuPont ancl the other ere pred.uoara in the Unitacl Stat•.•, alonv 
with ICI (the lar9••t European pzooduc:se:r) have c:salled to:r a 
phaae•out of crca. 

* The trade IIICCiation repreaantint bot~ thl ere Ullr 
in4uatzriea and the producer• haa alao called tor rena9otiatinq 
the· Protocol ·to phaaa•out erea . 

• . • l 
~,, t 

: q 
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• leve~al tovernaenta , inolWSint lfozway, Denaark, lvecSen, ancl 
•••t Ge~ny, have announced their Lntention to unilaterally 
phaae•out ~e p~oduotion and u1e o~the•e oheaicala. 

• Thl united X1ntcloa haa called tor atrenqthenint the Protocol 
to require at leaat an 15 percent rec!uotion anc! .. Prime Miniater 
Thatcher ia boatint a ainiaterial conterenc• "lavint the oaone 
tay~r• in March of thia year. .. 

U.l , POilT%0J &KOVLD MOVI TO A PKAII•OUT 

• A aolid foundation exiata for the united ltat••~overna•nt to 
announce ita •'*Pport for a phaae-ou• ot crce and halon a 
tbroufh the Montr .. l Protocol . ,· · 

I -~-

t11 The aain concern ot induatry . in .. the United Ita tea ia· that 
turthel' reduction• occur throuc;h the Protocol anc! are not 
tahn unilaterallf. · • · · ... . . . 

t11 Induatriea that produce product• ~It~ crca .C e., : , 
ratri9eratora, alectronica , car · ai~ oondltionera, and certain 
foaaa) have already batun plannint to ·uae oh .. ical aUbatitute• 
or alternative technolo;iea in ·reaponae to DuPont'• 
announo ... nt ot ita intent to atop makint crca and halona by 
the end ot the oantury. 

• Any phaae-out eohedule muet allo" tor ere•· ·to ••l"'Yice exiatinc; 
capital atook <••f •, to aervioe 'etritera~ort or car air 
oonditionera) t.hrou;hout ita u1etul lite. · · '. 

• Civen tha prOfr••• i n · developin; technolovical alternative• 
and the quantity ot cree neaded to aervice exiatin; capital , a 
policy ot modifyinc; the Protocol tea. c.ll tor a 95 J)e"cant 
reduction in 1918 with the ;oal ot a complete pha•e-out withi n 
15 year• at the o~taide ••••• de1irable and tea•ibl e . 

• Indu1try and environmental troup• woulcl likely aupport thia 
and any Adainiatrative aaaaur•• to achieve wid•apread 
international acceptance of a phale•out. 

* ly not apeeclin9 up the initial 1ta;ee ot the phaae•out , 
induatry abould have autticient time to adjuat and no 
•itnificant eoonoaio dialocation• would be expected. 

* Tatint a atron; netotiati nt atanoe early in the international 
prooe•• would alao likely heacS ott con9~naional action on 
aeveral billa that wil l probably be raintroduoed thil ••••ion 
callint tor a unilateral phaae•out within e-1 v••r•· 

,, 
( .. 

L /9 'd ~OlV~lSINIWOV 3~ 1dd0/Vd3 68 I tG 83~ ' -



C0 5326904 ______________________________________________ ___ 

O'J.IRD %11UU 

* aoae natioftl arvue that a phaae-out of crca and halona ia not 
81\0\afbt • 

• They ~a•• thil &l"CJWI•nt on the tact. that limita on other 
ohlo~ine•oontainint ccmpo~nda are neoeaaary to reduce 
ataoaphario ohlorine to the level that exiated bator• the 
appearance of the Anta~otic oaone hole. . . 

. ' • .:i 
• We ahoul4 oonaider plaoinq a cap at current lavala on aathyl 

chlo~otomr ainoa aW:Iatitutaa alraacly a¥iat · t~r uny of ita 
uaea, induatry would not voice atro~9 o~poaition: · 

* lavaral ot the current and likely future oha•ical aubatitutaa 
tor the l'lfUl&ted ere., alae contain ohlo~in• but . have 
aUbatantially aborter atmoapheric.lifeti••• and therefore are 
far la11 dan;eroua t~ the ~•one layer.~ 

... " . 
* At laaat .at thia time, the United Stat•• ab~ld arque that the 

appropriate next atap ia to phaaa-out the ao.t danqeroua ere• 
and halon• and it ahould not aupport .liaita (at . leaat in the 
near ten) on the•• leaa haraful chlorinated coapounda that 
vil.l replace the re9\llatad ere.. . .. 

ITIPI XM THI MOHTIIAL PROQIII .. .. * Montreal P~otocol entered into tore• on ·January 1, 1189. 
'. 

* Firat uetin9 ot the Partiaa ia aeheduled tor early May of 
thie year. 

* The Protocol calla tor periodic aanaamanta to date nine 1 t 
additional reatriotiona are neceaaary. In reaponae to the new 
aoientifio information, thaae aaaeaament• ara already underway 
with draft report• acheduled to be completed in .1uly/Auqu•t 
1119. 

* The Protocol Paniea will meet in Saptem))er lt&t to review 
••••• ... nt rapon1 and will iaaue an inteqratecl report wi~h 
reca.a.ndation• to~ chant•• in ooto~er 1t88. · -· . 

* The United 1Cin94o• haa offered to boat a zaeatin9 of tha 
Partiea achedule4 tor April 1110 at which the Partiea will 
vote to •odity the control provi1iona. 

.. . 

.. ' ' w . 
t " 
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The fourth meeting of the Federal Advisory council of the 
Stratospheric ozone Protection Committee, chaired by Eileen 
Claussen, Director, Office of Atmospheric and Indoor Air Programs, 
Office of Air and Radiation, USEPA, was held on Tuesday, April 24, 
1990. A list of attendees is attached. All of the participants 
attended the meeting at the Columbia Room, Holiday Inn Capital, 550 
c Street, s.w., Washington, D.c . 

The purpose of this meeting was for the Federal Advisory 
council to discuss the progrese of the negotiations on the Montreal 
Protocol and other issues related to ozona protection. The topics 
discussed included: (1) the etatua of negotiations on controls to 
be placed on the various ozone depleting substances (2) the status 
of negotiations on technology transfer and financial assistance 
provisions for developing countries under the Protocol, (3) the 
recently released ANPRM on ere recycling, and (4) a possible 
volunteer labeling program for products containing ozone depleting 
substances. 

1. STATUI or DCJO'l'IATIOifl Olf CONTROLS TO a• »LACID ON OZOD 
DBPLITIHQ SUIITAKCIS 

• Eileen Claussen summarized the result• of the last set 
of meetings in Geneva. She explained that at the end of 
these meetings Tolba put out a "Note by the Executive 
Director" that described his set of proposals for 
controlling ozone depleting substances. Ms. Claussen 
felt it generally followed what the u.s. expects to be 
the outcome of the negotiations in June. 

1.1 Salona 

Content of Or. Tolba's Note: 

50 percent reduction by 1995. 
• 100 percent phaseout by 2000 with an exemption for 

eaaential uses. 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

1 
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• The soviet Union was the only country that 
expressed unhappiness with a phaseout of halons and 
Ms. Claussen explained that she felt a larqe part 
of their concern was the result of a 
misunderstandinq about what the exemption for 
essential uses included . 

The Nordic countries and the Canadians expressed 
support for a phaseout by the year 1995 on the 
assumption that halons in the bank could be used 
for remaininq uses over the next five or more 
years . Ms . Claussen felt that this position was 
unlikely to qarner enouqh support to overcome or. 
Tolba's position. 

1.2 CI'Cs 

content of or. Tolba's Note: 

• 20 percent reduction in 1993. 
• 85 percent reduction in 1997. 
• 100 percent phaseout in 2000 . 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

• While there was qeneral aqreement on a 2000 
phaseout, the timinq of intermediate reductions was 
discussed a qreat deal. The Europeans proposed a 
deeper set of cuts in the initial years and there 
was a lot of discussion about a 50 percent 
reduction by 1995 either in addition to or instead 
of the 1997 reduction. Ms. Claussen stated that 
the Tolba proposal was likely to be accepted 
because ot the qeneral teelinq that it would take 
some time tor substitutes to become available . 

1.3 "Other C7Cs" 

Content of Dr. Tolba's Note : 

• 50 percent reduction in 1995. 
• 100 percent phaseout in 2000 . 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

• The discussion focused on what, if any, CFCs were 
included in this cateqory. Because it was not 
clear if any crca exist for inclusion in this 
cateqory, the u.s. is willinq to aqree to these 
controls althouqh Ms . Claussen noted that such 
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controls may not be necessary it no CFCs are 
identified in this cateqory. 

1.4 carboB Tetrachloride 

Content ot or. Tolba's Note: 

100 percent phaseout in 1995. 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

The Soviet Union and Japan both thouqht the timinq 
ot the phaseout should be 2000. Ms. Claussen noted 
that she felt the reason the Soviets wanted the 
later date was that they did not understand that 
feedstock uses would be exempted. She also noted 
that Dr. Tolba would try to push tor 1995 which is 
acceptable to the u.s. 

1.5 Methyl Chlorofora 

Content ot or . Tolba's Note: 

Freeze in 1992. 
25 percent reduction in 1994 (From European 
Community proposal). 
SO to 100 percent reduction by 2000 (From u.s . 
proposal ot 25 to 100 percent). 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

• The Nordics prefer a 100 percent phaseout by the 
year 2000. Ms. Claussen telt that or. Tolba was 
correct that at least a so percent reduction in 
2000 would be aqreed to in Ju.ne. 

1., acres 

The u.s. had proposed a split phaseout requirinq a 
phaseout in axistinq equip~ent first and then a 
production phaseout by the middle of the next 
century. 

• The Europeans and other countries were not prepared 
to deal with this issue in a formal way. 

• Japan supports a phaseout by the middle of next 
century. 

The Nordic countries would like an earlier phaseout 
date such as 2010 to 2020 and limits on specific 
uses. 

3 
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. • Dr. Tolba suqqested that a separate workinq qroup 
be established and that it an Amendment could not 
be aqreed upon, perhaps a Declaration ot Intent 
could be issued. The qroup that was formed drafted 
a document but it contained many areas of 
disaqreement. u.s. position is to still push for 
an Amendment but Ms . Claussen was not sure whether 
that could be achieved. 

1.7 QuestiOBS &B4 Co .. eBtS OB COBtrols BeqotiatiOBS 

• Liz cook asked tor a clarification ot what a 
Declaration of Intent on HCFCa with phaseout dates 
would mean . Ms. Claussen explained that while a 
Declaration would not have the weiqht of an 
Amendment, it would make it clear that the Parties 
aqreed that some action was required and that an 
amendment could be considered in the future . 

Tony Voqelsberq questioned how the environmental 
community and the u.s. regulatory community woul d 
view such a Declaration. Ms. Cook· stated that 
Friends ot the Earth would prater to see an 
Amendment but that the important thinq would be how 
closely industry adhered to what was in a 
Declaration. David Ooniqer said he would prefer an 
Amendment but that in either case it would not 
attect the push tor domestic leqislation (which 
presently includes a phaseout ot HCFCs) and thus 
u.s . industry should preter an amendment because 
then all countries will then be operatinq accordinq 
to the same rules. Ms. Claussen stated that the 
administration basically aqreed with that analysis 
and that the key nations that needed to reach an 
aqreement were the Europeans. 

Mr. Doniqer added the comment that the content of 
the Declaration would be as important as whether it 
was a Declaration or an Amendment. 

• Ms. Claussen noted that the Soviet union had also 
expressed that althouqh they recognized HCFCa as a 
transitional substitute they preterred a 
Declaration for a variety ot reasons . 

• Tony Voqelsberq raised the concern that a tarqet 
date that appears too early to the less developed 
countries could diminish their compliance with the 
Protocol because they do not want to switch to 
somethinq that will be available only tor a short 
period to time . Ms. Claussen pointed out that the 
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developing countries have not focused on the 
controls in the negotiations (and hence the future 
availability of HCFCs) but have focused on other 
issues such as financing. 

• carol Niemi asked if there had been any recent 
signatories to the Protocol. Ms. Claussen answered 
that there are now 53 parties, of which 23 are 
developing countries. She also stated that Brazil 
and Argentina are in process and may be parties 
before June, but that China and India would not 
likely become parties before there is soma 
commitment on financial assistance. Ms. Niemi 
asked about Korea and Taiwan. Ms. Claussen 

· explained that Taiwan was a special case and was 
not allowed to be a signatory but that it appeared 
they would follow the Protocol and that she was not 
aware of the Korean position. 

• Alan Miller asked if concerns about the potential 
availability of HCFCs in developing countries is 
limited to certain markets. Mr. Voqelsberq stated 
that he felt developing countries are most 
concerned about the refrigeration and certain 
critical air conditioning as wall as the insulation 
used . in these applications . Mr. Doniger commented 
that although he felt this was a real concern, he 
had not heard it expressed by governmental 
representatives from developing countries. 

• Mr. Vogelsberg commented that a non-emission 
technoloqy seemed to be needed because any compound 
seems to causa either ground level problema or have 
a lifetime long enough to contribute to ozone or 
warming problema. 

Mr. Voqelaberg and Jerry Stofflet raised the 
question of trying to set the timing of the 
reduction schedule so as to maintain a link to the 
future by allowing current equipment to be 
serviced. Mr. Stofflet expressed concern that even 
with recycling starting immediately, there would 
not be enough of a pool for servicing equipment 
after 2000. Ms. Claussen responded that tha .amount 
of equipment using CPCs would start to be reduced 
before 2000 so that soma later production would not 
be needed for new equipment and hence be available 
for existing equipment. 

Ms . Cook stated that Friends of the Earth would see 
the June meeting as a failure unless it is agreed 
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that methyl chloroform will be phased out by 2000. 
She also asked what the Administration's position 
would be with respect to a methyl chloroform 
phaseout . Ms. Claussen responded that the 
Administration's position was not finalized, and 
was related to the Clean Air Bill recently passed 
by the Senate and under consideration in the House 
that calla tor a phaseout by 2000. If this passes, 
then the Administration would not try to negotiate 
a different position, but if it does not pass 
before the June meetinq then the Administration 
will have more flexibility in its negotiating 
position. 

• Mr. smukowski raised concerns about a 100 percent 
phaseout of methyl chloroform aa the Clean Air Act 
comes into effect, Ms . Claussen said that while 
the administration position was not finalized, 
internationally it would not be sensible to 
negotiate a position different than the one agreed 
to by the House and Senate. He raised the need for 
coordination in different fields to achieve all the 
goals. There was general agreement that 
innovations are needed and that one does not 
necessarily need to know their source in order to 
plan tor the future. Mr. Garabedian raised the 
point that at the local level, citizens are 
concerned about all of the problems and want 
whatever is necessary to be done. 

• A discussion followed about the coordination 
between state, local, and Federal programs with 
some aqreement that a uniform federal rule was much 
more desirable in terma of efficiency of resource 
allocation than a patchwork ot different state and 
local regulations. Mr. Garabedian pointed out that 
the only way to keep state and local governments 
from creatinq different regulations is to have a 
stronq Federal proqram. 

2 • 8'1'A'l'UI OP DCIO'fU'1'I0•8 o• PIDJICI•ca aJII) HCIDIOLOGY 'l'RMIII'IR I'OR 
DIVILOPI•ca COUftai•I 

Ma. Claussen provided a summary ot the negotiations in Geneva 
on financinq and technology transfer tor developinq 
countries. She indicated that aany of the representatives 
tor the countries present did not have clear instructions on 
what their positions should be, and reflected this DY 
indicating discussions would have to be held in capitols 
before agreement can be reached. 

2.1 Institutions 
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Ms. Claussen stated that a consensus existed at the 
meetinq that existinq institutions would be used instead 
ot a new sinqle fund. The World Bank was the financial 
institution of choice and UNDP and the UNEP Paris office 
were suqqested as sources of technical assistance. 

It was also qenerally aqreed that the mechanism should 
not be too unwieldy and that only a small oversiqht 
committee should be used to administer the proqram 
throuqh the existinq orqanizations. 

2.2 sise of PUn4 

Ms. Claussen explained that Dr. Tolba had wanted a total 
dollar fiqure to be decided at the meetinq in Geneva. 
But after several consultants qave presentations, a 
qeneral aqreement was reached that a number for the next 
20 years was not possible. 

It was decided to work on three year planninq cycles and 
at present to identity the costs involved in the next 
three years. 

• Throuqh communication with Washington, some calculations 
were done to determine a rouqh fiqure for the first 
three years. The case studies in proqress were used as 
a basis to extrapolate what costs would be involved in 
the next three years for both CFC and halon producinq 
and usinq facilities in developinq countries. 

• The tiqure that was rouqhly estimated was $100 million 
spread over the three years for countries that are now 
parties to the Protocol. Ms. Claussen noted that not 
all the money would likely be spent because of the time 
it takes to qet projects qoinq, and also noted that the 
fiqure miqht double if China and India were included. 

• Mr. Voqelsberq expressed support for the number in liqht 
of the types of projects he thouqht would initially be 
needed such as conservation and recyclinq equipment. 

2.3 source of run41nq 

Ms. Claussen reported that a lot of discussion centered 
on whether contributions to the fund should be voluntary 
or mandatory. She noted that the u.s. position is that 
contributions should be voluntary. 

• Ms. Claussen reported that there was some discussion 
over how the burden of the fundinq should be 
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distributed. one option was to use the standard U. N. 
scale in which the u.s. pays 25 percent. 

• Another option to distribute the funding burden is 
according to a country's percent of contribution to 
ozone depletion based on its 1986 consumption of CFCs. 
There was some support for this proposal but also some 
concern about the precedent this would set for other 
environmental projects. 

• The role of bilateral funding was also discussed because 
some countries wanted to be able to maintain special 
relationships which already existed and take advantage 
of a streamlined process. The disadvantage that was 
raised was that if too much fundinq was done bilaterally 
the distribution of funds would not be as efficient. 

2.4 oae of PUn4inq 

• Ms . Claussen said that most of the discussion had 
centered on what the funding would actually be spent on 
and she distributed a draft of a paper presented in 
Nairobi that had tried to define the kinds of 
incremental coats that would be included. 

Ms. Claussen speculated that the moat that could be 
expected to come out of the June meeting was an 
agreement in principle that the donor countries will 
make some commitment of funds which will not be very 
large at first . She also explained that she expects a 
workinq group to be established to hammer out the 
specifics of how the fund will operate. 

2.5 Complications 

Ms. Claussen quesaed that many of the donor countries 
were concerned about the precedent that a large 
contribution to this fund miqht set for other issues, 
althouqh none were opposed to the notion that the fund 
would be supplied from additional resources. 

• There was also concern that "the qreen fund" which the 
World Bank is now discusainq, could make the 
neqotiationa for the Protocol fund more difficult 
because the World Bank fund is expected to be very large 
in comparison and could make developinq countries less 
likely to accept the smaller size of the fund proposed 
with the Protocol. 

• Mr. Miller asked if the world Bank fund would be part of 
the negotiations at the June meetinq. Ms. Claussen 
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• Ms. Cook raised the point that the problem with the UN 
. scale being used tor determining donor contributions is 
that some developing countries would be required to make 
larger contributions than developed countries. Ms. 
Claussen expressed agreement that this was a problem and 
it had been discussed. 

Mr. Smukowaki offered that in his experience with waste 
and source reduction proqrama there are five phases of 
funding that correspond to steps that need to be taken. 
He said that initially people think they need more money 
than they do and they can not spend it all. Then the 
costs build to a peak and once the program gains better 
focus the funding needs drop back down. 

• Mr. Voqelsburg raised the issue of whether technology 
transfer could be another possible sticking point. Ms. 
Claussen responded that she was unsure because she and 
other people have had a problem deciding what technology 
transfer means. 

• Mr. Smukowski asked how the u.s. planned to bank the 
technology and whether there would be some sort of 
offsets for technology versus funding. Discussion 
continued as the possible use of these offsets in 
trading with the East Block were discussed. 

• Mr. Feder asked if the technology transfer issue was a 
or. Tolba initiative or if it was pushed by other 
countries. Ms. Claussen responded that India keeps 
talking about a blank check and free technology. She 
pointed out the it took a while for people to understand 
that governments do not own the technology and she hoped 
that would be clarified at the meeting. 

• Mr. De canio raised the need for a tangible commitment 
of funds by the u.s. to avoid the dynamics of the budget 
process from becoming a problem. There was general 
agreement that this was true and that it should be 
possible since the initial amounts of money are small. 

• Mr. Smukowaki raised the possibility of increasing the 
data reporting requirement• to avoid having the funds 
dissipated as they funnel through governments. Ms. 
Claussen agreed with the need to avoid having the funds 
wasted but doubted that increasing the data requirements 
would be the way to achieve this. 

• Mr. Likes asked if there were any estimates of the fund 
costa after the first three years. Ms. Claussen 
responded that it was difficult to come up with those 

10 





C05326772 .......................... ____________________ __ 

• The second qoal for recyclinq was to provide a reservoir 
. pool of recycled CFCs which could ce used in existinq 

equipment. This would extend the lifetimes of machines, 
that may be retired early if no CFCs were available in 
the year 2000 . Mr. Lee pointed out that substantial 
requlatory activity was occurrinq on the state level 
indicatinq the likelihood of success for a recyclinq 
proqram. 

3.3 Impl .. entation 

• Mr. Lee said the most common method discussed by EPA was 
direct requlation, where the aqency asked particular 
sectors to report their use, capture and recycle of 
CFCs, and use equipment that meets specifications. 

• Another approach is the use of market incentives 
involvinq a deposit refund system. Under this method 
people buyinq CFCs pay a distributer a deposit for the 
use of crcs. Followinq the use of the crcs, the 
purchaser would reclaim and return them to the 
distributor to obtain a refund. This would raise the 
price of CFCs . 

Non-requlatory proqrams were the final option discussed . 
Mr. Lee said that this might work in some sectors like 
halons and the salvage industry . 

• Mr. Lee explained EPA's most likely approach will be to 
develop a proqram on a sector by sector basis. He 
stated that it was not EPA'• intention to come out with 
a great big package that addressed recycling in all 
areas , but instead they will look at individual sectors, 
identifyinq sectors such as, automobile air 
conditioninq, and stationary refriqeration and air 
conditioning, where regulation can move quickly. These 
sectors experienced rapid changes in technology which 
would allow EPA to develop more detailed requlatory 
proqrams. Other sectors , which need further study, were 
effectively put on hold while EPA reviewed them to see 
if voluntary program• were more suitable. 

3.4 Issues a&iae4 by ~RX 

• The first issue described by Mr. Lee was private-public 
sector relations. This involves what type of proqram is 
implemented. 

• The second major issue was one of preemption especially 
concerning the current Clean Air Act. 
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.. Ms. Cook expressed concern about a voluntary deposit 
syst.. because people could circumvent the proqram 
easily and keep emitting the chemicals. She believed a 
aandatory proqram was more wise. 

4 • VOLml'l'UY L&B•Lz•G· tJtOGaall 

• David Lee raised the issue that many products are 
advertized as ozone sate, yet still deplete ozone 
althouqh at a lower rate than the products they replace . 
EPA is developinq a set of voluntary labelinq 
quidelinea, which have tour main objectives : 

4.1 o~jectives of Labeling GUidelines 

• The labelinq proqram would 1) assist in phase-out 
reductions of ozone depletinq chemicals, 2) clari f y 
and standardize the ozone safe labelinq of 
products, 3) ensure honest advertizinq, and 4) 
provide an incentive for producers to develop ozone 
sate qoods . 

4.2 scope and Method 

• Labelinq would be voluntary, and would consist of 
positive i dentifications of qoods as ozone "safe, " 
"friendly, " or "friendlier," accordinq to some 
criteria. These criteria should be kept simple, 
and apply only to products containinq CFCs. EPA i s 
workinq with the FTC to develop a formal proposal 
for the proqram. 

4.3 current Labeling Requir .. ents 

Mr. Garabedian asked if there are any provisions 
tor labelinq CFCs, and Mr. Doniqer replied that 
there are such requirements only for aerosols that 
were exempted from the ere ban. 

• Mr. Garabedian noted a neqative labelinq provision 
that applies to R-12 (refriqerator) cans. 

4.4 &!tecta of Labeling on troducers an4 Conauaers 

Mr. Voqelsberq arqued that, for labeling to have 
merit, there must first be viable substitute 
options open to the manufacturer. Otherwise 
labelinq may wronqfully dissuade a consumer from 
buyinq a product. 
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Mr. Ooniqer stated that the main purpose for listing 
these chemical was to qet an annual report of the total 
quantity of halons and CFCs released into each of the 
various media . 

Mr. smukowaki, Mr. Soorus, and Mr . Vogelsberg believed 
that the listing under Title III would unnecessarily 
increase the amount of paperwork and cost without 
reducing emissions, furthermore, since releases were 
only reported above certain thresholds the annual 
reports would be misrepresentative. Mr. Ooniqer 
countered that reporting requirements motivated 
companies to investigate their own inventories 
increasing awareness. Another purpose the reported 
numbers served was to draw attention to emissions which 
in turn drew attention to the problem. 
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1.2 Cl"Cs 

The soviet Union was the only country that 
expressed unhappiness with a phaseout of halons and 
Ms. Claussen explained that she felt a large part 
ot their concern was the result of a 
misunderstanding about what the exemption for 
essential uses included. 

The Nordic countries and the Canadians expressed 
support for a phaseout by the year 1995 on the 
assumption that halons in the bank could be used 
for remaining uses over the next five or more 
years. Ms. Claussen felt that this position was 
unlikely to garner enouqh support to overcome Or. 
Tolba's position. 

content of or. Tolba's Note: 

• 20 percent reduction in 1993. 
• 85 percent reduction in 1997. 
• 100 percent phaseout in 2000. 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

• While there was general agreement on a 2000 
phaseout, the timing of intermediate reductions was 
discussed a great deal. The Europeans proposed a 
deeper set of cuts in the initial years and there 
was a lot of discussion about a so percent 
reduction by 199S either in addition to or instead 
of the 1997 reduction. Ms. Claussen stated that 
the Tolba proposal was likely to be accepted 
because of the general feeling that it would take 
some time for substitutes to become available. 

1. 3 nother Cl"Ca•• 

content ot or. Tolba's Note: 

• so percent reduction in 1995. 
• 100 percent phaseout in 2000. 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

• The discussion focused on what, if any, CFCs were 
included in this category. Because it was not 
clear if any CFCs exist for inclusion in this 
category, the u.s. is willing to agree to these 
controls although Ms. Claussen noted that such 
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controls may not be necessary if no CFCs are 
identified in this category. 

1.4 Carbon Tetrachloride 

content of Dr. Tolba's Note: 

• 100 percent phaseout in 1995 . 

Other positions expressed in Geneva : 

The Soviet Union and Japan both thought the timi ng 
of the phaseout should be 2000. Ms. Claussen noted 
that she felt the reason the Soviets wanted the 
l ater date was that they did not understand that 
feedstock uses would be exempted. She also noted 
that Dr. Tolba would try to push for 1995 which i s 
acceptable to the u.s. 

1.5 Methyl Chlorofora 

Content of Dr. Tolba's Note: 

Freeze in 1992. 
• 25 percent reduction in 1994 (From European 

Community proposal). 
• so to 100 percent reduction by 2000 (From u.s . 

proposal of 25 to 100 percent) . 

Other positions expressed in Geneva: 

• The Nordics prefer a 100 percent phaseout by the 
year 2000 . Ms. Claussen felt that Dr . Tolba was 
correct that at least a 50 percent reduction in 
2000 would be agreed to in June. 

1.6 BCFC8 

• The u.s. had proposed a split phaseout requiring a 
phaseout in existing equipment first and then a 
production phaseout by the middle of the next 
century. 

• The Europeans and other countries were not prepared 
to deal with this issue in a formal way. 

• Japan supports a phaseout by the middle of next 
century . 

• The Nordic countries would like an earlier phaseout 
date such as 2010 to 2020 and limits on specific 
uses. 
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. • Dr. Tolba suggested that a separate working group 
be established and that if an Amendment could not 
be agreed upon, perhaps a Declaration of Intent 
could be issued. The group that was formed drafted 
a document but it contained many areas of 
disagreement . u.s . position i s to still push for 
an Amendment but Ms . Claussen was not sure whether 
that could be achieved . 

1.7 QUe8tiOD8 aDd Co .. eDt8 OD CODtrol8 HeqotiatiODS 

• Liz Cook asked for a clarification of what a 
Declaration of Intent on HCFCs with phaseout dates 
would mean. Ms. Claussen explained that while a 
Declaration would not have the weight of an 
Amendment, i t would make it clear that the Parti es 
agreed that some action was required and that an 
amendment could be considered in the future. 

• Tony Vogelsberq questioned how the environmental 
community and the u.s. requlatory community woul d 
view such a Declaration . Ms . Cook stated that 
Friends of the Earth would prefer to see an 
Amendment but that the important thing would be how 
closely industry adhered to what was in a 
Declaration. David Doniger said he would prefer an 
Amendment but that in either case it would not 
affect the push for domestic legislation (which 
presently includes a phaseout of HCFCs) and thus 
u.s . industry should prefer an amendment because 
then all countries will then be operating according 
to the same rules. Ms. Claussen stated that the 
administration basically agreed with that analysis 
and that the key nations that needed to reach an 
agreement were the Europeans. 

• Mr. Doniger added the comment that the content of 
the Declaration would be as important as whether it 
was a Declaration or an Amendment. 

• Ms. Claussen noted that the Soviet Union had also 
expressed that although they recognized HCFCs as a 
transitional substitute they preferred a 
Declaration for a variety of reasons. 

• Tony Voqelsberg raised the concern that a target 
date that appears too early to the less developed 
countries could diminish their compliance with t he 
Protocol because they do not want to switch to 
something that will be available only for a short 
period to time . Ms . Claussen pointed out that t he 
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t hat methyl chloroform wi ll be phased out by 2000. 
She also asked what the Administration's posi tion 
would be with respect to a methyl chloroform 
phaseout . Ms. Claussen responded that the 
Administration's position was not finalized , and 
was r elated to the Clean Air Bill recently passed 
by the Senate and under consideration in the Hous e 
that calls for a phaseout by 2000. If this passes , 
then the Administration would not try to negoti ate 
a different position, but if it does not pass 
before the June meeting then the Administration 
will have more flexibility in its negotiating 
position. 

Mr. Smukowski raised concerns about a 100 percent 
phaseout of methyl chloroform as the Clean Air Ac t 
comes into effect. Ms. Claussen said that whi le 
the administration position was not finalized, 
internationally it would not be sensible to 
negotiate a position different than the one agreed 
to by the House and Senate. He raised the need for 
coordination in different fields to achieve all the 
goals. There was general agreement that 
innovations are needed and that one does not 
necessarily need to know their source in order to 
plan for the future. Mr. Garabedian raised the 
point that at the local level, citizens are 
concerned about all of the problems and want 
whatever is necessary to be done. 

A discussion followed about the coordination 
between state, local, and Federal programs with 
some agreement that a uniform federal rule was much 
more desirable in terms of efficiency of resource 
allocation than a patchwork of different state and 
local regulations. Mr. Garabedian pointed out that 
the only way to keep state and local governments 
from creating different regulations is to have a 
strong Federal program. 

2. STATUS OF HBGOTXATIOHS OH FIHAHCIHO AHD TBCHHOLOOY TRANSFER FOR 
DEVELOPING COUMTRIBS 

Ms. Claussen provided a summary of the negotiations in Geneva 
on financing and technology transfer for developing 
countries. She indicated that many of the representatives 
for the countries present did not have clear instructions on 
what their positions should be, and reflected this by 
indicating discussions would have to be held in capitols 
before agreement can be reached. 

2.1 Institutions 
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Ms. Claussen stated that a consensus existed at the 
meeting that existing institutions would be used instead 
of a new single fund. The World Bank was the financial 
institution of choice and UNDP and the UNEP Paris office 
were suggested as sources of technical assistance. 

It was also generally agreed that the mechanism should 
not be too unwieldy and that only a small oversight 
committee should be used to administer the program 
through the existing organizations. 

2.2 Size of Fund 

Ms. Claussen explained that Or. Tolba had wanted a total 
dollar figure to be decided at the meeting in Geneva. 
But after several consultants gave presentations, a 
general agreement was reached that a number for the next 
20 years was not possible. 

It was decided to work on three year planning cycles and 
at present to identify the costs involved in the next 
three years. 

Through communication with Washington, some calculations 
were done to determine a rough figure for the first 
three years. The case studies in progress were used as 
a basis to extrapolate what costs would be involved in 
the next three years for both CFC and halon producing 
and using facilities in developing countries. 

• The figure that was roughly estimated was $100 million 
spread over the three years for countries that are now 
parties to the Protocol. Ms . Claussen noted that not 
all the money would likely be spent because of the time 
it takes to get projects going, and also noted that the 
figure might double if China and India were included. 

• Mr. Vogelsberg expressed support for the number in light 
of the types of projects he thought would initially be 
needed such as conservation and recycling equipment. 

2.3 source of Fun4inq 

Ms . Claussen reported that a lot of discussion centered 
on whether contributions to the fund should be voluntary 
or mandatory. She noted that the u.s. position is that 
contributions should be voluntary . 

Ms. Claussen reported that there was some discussion 
over how the burden of the funding should be 
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• Ms. Cook raised the point that the problem with the UN 
_scale being used tor determining donor contributions is 
that some developing countries would be required to make 
larger contributions than developed countries. Ms. 
Claussen expressed agreement that this was a problem and 
it had been discussed. 

Mr. Smukowski offered that in his experience with waste 
and source reduction proqrams there are five phases of 
funding that correspond to steps that need to be taken. 
He said that initially people think they need more money 
than they do and they can not spend it all. Then the 
costs build to a peak and once the program gains better 
focus the funding needs drop back down. 

• Mr. Vogelsburg raised the issue of whether technology 
transfer could be another possible sticking point. Ms. 
Claussen responded that she was unsure because she and 
other people have had a problem deciding what technology 
transfer means. 

• Mr. Smukowski asked how the u.s. planned to bank the 
technoloqy and whether there would be some sort of 
offsets for technoloqy versus funding. Discussion 
continued as the possible use of these offsets in 
trading with the East Block were discussed. 

• Mr. Feder asked if the technology transfer issue was a 
Or. Tolba initiative or if it was pushed by other 
countries . Ms. Claussen responded that India keeps 
talking about a blank check and free technology. She 
pointed out the it took a while for people to understand 
that governments do not own the technoloqy and she hoped 
that would be clarified at the meeting. 

• Mr. De canio raised the need for a tangible commitment 
of funds by the u.s. to avoid the dynamics of the budget 
process from becoming a problem. There was general 
agreement that this was true and that it should be 
possible since the initial amounts of money are small. 

• Mr. smukowski raised the possibility of increasing the 
data reporting requirements to avoid having the funds 
dissipated as they funnel through governments. Ms. 
Claussen agreed with the need to avoid having the funds 
wasted but doubted that increasing the data requirements 
would be the way to achieve this. 

• Mr. Likes asked if there were any estimates of the fund 
costs after the first three years. Ms. Claussen 
responded that it was difficult to come up with those 
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The second qoal for recyclinq was to provide a reservoir 
. pool of recycled CFCs which could be used in existinq 

equipment. This would extend the lifetimes of machi nes , 
that may be retired early if no CFCs were available in 
the year 2000. Mr. Lee pointed out that substantial 
regulatory activity was occurring on the state level 
indicating the likelihood of success for a recyclinq 
proqram . 

3.3 Iapl .. entation 

• Mr. Lee said the most common method discussed by EPA was 
direct regulation, where the agency asked particular 
sectors to report their use, capture and recycle of 
CFCs, and use equipment that meets specifications . 

Another approach is the use of market incentives 
involving a deposit refund system. Under this method 
people buyinq CFCs pay a distributer a deposit for the 
use of CFCs. Followinq the use of the CFCs, the 
purchaser would reclaim and return them to the 
distributor to obtain a refund. This would raise the 
price of CFCs . 

• Non-regulatory programs were the final option discussed. 
Mr. Lee said that this miqht work in some sectors like 
halons and the salvage industry. 

Mr. Lee explained EPA's most likely approach will be to 
develop a program on a sector by sector basis . He 
stated that it was not EPA's intention to come out with 
a qreat big packaqe that addressed recyclinq in all 
areas, but instead they will look at individual sectors, 
identifyinq sectors such as, automobile air 
conditioning, and stationary refrigeration and air 
conditioninq, where regulation can move quickly . These 
sectors experienced rapid chanqes in technology which 
would allow EPA to develop more detailed regulatory 
programs. Other sectors, which need further study, were 
effectively put on hold while EPA reviewed them to see 
if voluntary programs were more suitable. 

3.4 I88Ue8 Rai8e4 by AHPRK 

• The first issue described by Mr. Lee was private-public 
sector relations. This involves what type of proqram is 
implemented. 

• The second major issue was one of preemption especially 
concerninq the current Clean Air Act. 
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• .Ms. cook expressed concern about a voluntary deposit 
· system because people could circumvent the program 
easily and keep e•ittinq the chemicals. She believed a 
•andatory proqram was more wise. 

• David Lee raised the issue that many products are 
advertized as ozone sate, yet still deplete ozone 
althouqh at a lower rate than the products they replace . 
EPA is developing a set of voluntary labelinq 
guidelines, which have tour main objectives: 

4 . 1 Objectives of Labelinq Gui4elinea 

• The labelinq proqram would l) assist in phase-out 
reductions of ozone depleting chemicals, 2) clarify 
and standardize the ozone safe labeling of 
products, J) ensure honest advertizinq, and 4) 
provide an incentive tor producers to develop ozone 
safe goods. 

4.2 scope an4 Metho4 

• Labeling would be voluntary, and would consist of 
positive identifications of goods as ozone .. safe," 
"friendly," or "friendlier," according to some 
criteria. These criteria should be kept simple, 
and apply only to products containinq CFCs. EPA i s 
working with the FTC to develop a formal proposal 
for the proqram. 

4.3 current Labelinq Raquireaents 

• Mr. Garabedian asked if there are any provisions 
tor labeling CFCa, and Mr. Ooniger replied that 
there are such requirements only for aerosols that 
were exempted from the CFC ban . 

Mr. Garabedian noted a negative labeling provis i on 
that applies to R-12 (refrigerator) cans . 

4.4 &ffeota of Labelinq on Producers an4 conauaera 

• Mr. Voqelsberg argued that, for labeling to have 
merit, there must first be viable substitute 
options open to the manufacturer. Otherwise 
labelinq may wronqfully dissuade a consumer from 
buying a product. 
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• Mr. Ooniger stated that the main purpose for listing 
these chemical was to get an annual report of the total 
quantity of halons and CFCs released into each of the 
various media. 

Mr. Smukowski, Mr. Soorus, and Mr. Vogelsberg believed 
that the listing Under Title III would unnecessarily 
increase the amount of paperwork and cost without 
reducing emissions, furthermore, since releases were 
only reported above certain thresholds the annual 
reports would be misrepresentative. Mr. Ooniger 
countered that reporting requirements motivated 
companies to investigate their own inventories 
increasing awareness. Another purpose the reported 
numbers served was to draw attention to emissions which 
in turn drew attention to the problem. 
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